HaMUlstmbargotmAqflenwirtschaftjrtchtPraxUundZidassigkeit(l91d
Vedder, supra note 2, at para. 65 (author's translation).
At first glance it therefore appeals as if the addressee of the obligations under public international law" and the competent organ to act 13 are not the same. This article will briefly overview the most recent practice in relation to sanctions, before proposing a solution to this apparent
EL Recent Practice of Sanctions by the EC Against Third States
The Security Council handled the Iraq/Kuwait crisis with the surprisingly quick adoption of sanctions, whereas in other international crises, such as the alleged Libyan involvement in the Lockerbie bombing, the Security Council reacted only after being put under massive pressure. The rapid deterioration of the situation in Yugoslavia prompted the EC to impose negative and positive sanctions against the conflicting parties, even though at the time there was no Security Council decision on which to base diem."
A. Iraq/Kuwait
The military annexation of Kuwait by Iraq on 2 August 1990 led the Security Council to adopt on the same day Resolution 660 (1990).
* The Security Council thereby condemned the Iraqi invasion and requested Iraq's immrxtintt and unconditional withdrawal of its troops from Kuwait The political directors of the Ministries of Foreign Affairs of die EC Member States decided at a special meeting, which was held in the framework of EPC in Rome on 4 August 1990, to impose economic sanctions against Iraq and Kuwait
16 At the same time consultations were held at the Security Council to adopt economic sanctions. In die joint EPC statement issued on 4 August 1990 these discussions were noted:
[T]he Community and its Member States will work for, support and implement a Security Council resolution to introduce mandatory and comprehensive sanctions."
Even before a formal decision by the Security Council was made, the political directors had agreed on sanctions. This entailed placing an embargo on oil imports from Iraq and Kuwait, and suspending the system of generalized preferences in so far as it applied to Iraq. The Regulation does not make any explicit reference to the joint yftpmwit which was made within EPC on 7 April 1992,38 as had been the case in former regulations imposing embargoes.
C Yugoslavia
The EC itself has always been involved in the peace process concerning the conflict in Yugoslavia;
3 ' and for a long while there was no consensus regarding who was responsible for the belligerent activities. Thus, any decision on sanctions by the EC was delayed. At the international level caution predominated. On 25 September 1991 the Security Council passed Resolution 713 (1991) 40 in which it expressed concern that the continuation of the situation in Yugoslavia could be regarded as a threat to world peace and international security. An arms embargo was imposed by paragraph 6.
The continuing deterioration of the situation in Yugoslavia led the NATO summit in Rome to adopt a decision on 8 November 1991 to impose sanctions and to apply countervailing positive measures. 41 The Community and its Member States later called on those Member States which were also members of the Security Council of the United Nations to invite the Security Council to reach agreement on additional measures to enhance the effectiveness of the arms embargo. They also decided 'to invite the UN Security Council to take the necessary steps towards imposing an oil embargo.'42 The formal decision by the Council of the EC on economic sanctions was taken on 11 November 1991.43 Thus, an agreement on cooperation between the EC and Yugoslavia and corresponding protocols and Community acts, along with an agreement on coal and steel, were suspended as from 15 November. 44 Yugoslavia was also deleted from the list of beneficiaries of the Community General Scheme of Preferences for Tariffs for 1991 from the same date. the adoption of sanctions. Security Council resolutions followed shortly thereafter and differ slightly as to content When formally adopting Community measures the EC undertook the necessary adjustments to its initial measures. While this procedure suggested an intention by the EC to be bound by the Security Council resolutions, at present such an opinion is not sufficiently clear and manifest to satisfy the criterion mentioned above for substitution.
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Articles 5 and 234(2) of the Treaty of Rome require the Community institutions to show loyalty in the field of international law." But this duty cannot serve as a basis under Community law for any international obligation of the EC to implement Security Council resolutions.
78
As a preliminary conclusion it can be asserted that the EC is not bound by public international law to implement sanctions adopted by the Security Council. In the only three cases concerning the implementation of Security Council resolutions by the EC, consultation within the EPC took place. In two cases, however, the statements adopted by EPC were modified in the light of Security Council resolutions and thereby their relevance was riiminiiihcH The regulation adopted pursuant to the Security Council embargo against Libya does not even mention the discussions held within EPC The publication of an EPC statement shortly after the adoption of the Security Council resolution inflicting sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro illustrates that the EPC mechanism still plays a role, albeit a symbolic one. The Treaty on European Union will insert a new Article 228a 94 
